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Abstract 
Visual quality assessment is essential for interpreting and enhancing the aesthetic and 
historical value of landscapes. This research develops a thorough theoretical and 
methodological framework for assessing visual quality in cultural landscapes. The research, 
utilizing interdisciplinary views, finds four key determinants: (a) landscape features and 
composition, (b) visual perception and experience, (c) individual preferences and aesthetics, 
and (d) spatial demands and behaviors. These variables establish the basis for an in-depth 
inspection of cultural landscapes, highlighting the interaction among physical characteristics, 
perceptual mechanisms, and cultural contexts. This research enhances current frameworks by 
incorporating both objective and subjective elements, offering a refined explanation of the 
impact of aesthetic features on perceptions and choices. The study emphasizes the necessity 
of reconciling historical preservation with aesthetic improvement, suggesting solutions that 
harmonize conservation initiatives with visitor contentment. The findings enhance the 
development of practical tools for managing the visual aspects of cultural landscapes by 
resolving deficiencies in existing techniques. The suggested framework provides essential 
direction for policymakers, planners, and scholars committed to preserving the visual and 
cultural integrity of heritage places. 
Keywords: Visual Quality Assessment, Cultural Landscapes, Visual Preference 
 
Introuction 
The UNESCO heritage designations have substantially increased the global relevance of 
cultural heritage tourism, which has become an essential sector of tourism worldwide (Bak et 
al., 2019). This acknowledgment has stimulated considerable scholarly interest in examining 
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the dynamics of cultural and heritage tourism, including its economic and social effects on 
destinations and communities (Noonan & Rizzo, 2017; Ryan & Silvanto, 2014; Deng et al., 
2002). As a result, countries globally are diligently investing in the enhancement and 
promotion of their cultural legacy to entice tourists and stimulate socio-economic growth. 
 
Cultural heritage is recognized as a catalyst for social and economic development, with 
architectural environments and historical sites frequently acting as important elements in 
these initiatives (Timothy, 2014). The tourism sector, in conjunction with heritage 
management departments, is essential for the preservation and promotion of these assets, 
integrating conservation initiatives with product development and marketing strategies 
(Zhang et al., 2015). The swift expansion of tourism may also result in issues, such as the 
degradation of cultural assets due to environmental causes, natural disasters, or human 
activities (Öter et al., 2010). The equilibrium between safeguarding the tangible and 
intangible cultural assets of heritage sites and managing the rising influx of visitors is an urgent 
concern (Zhang et al., 2015). 
 
This contradiction is especially pronounced in China, where tourism has emerged as a 
fundamental pillar of national economic expansion. The "Statistical Bulletin of the People's 
Republic of China on National Economic and Social Development in 2022" indicates that 
domestic tourism totaled 2.53 billion trips, yielding earnings of 2,044.4 billion yuan. Since its 
accession to the World Heritage Convention in 1985, China has secured 56 UNESCO World 
Heritage designations, comprising 38 cultural heritage sites. This culturally significant 
environment highlights the necessity of harmonizing tourism development with efficient 
conservation techniques to preserve both economic advantages and cultural integrity. 

 
Figure 1: Map of China's Tourism and Cultural Heritage Development (1985-2022) 
 
Considering these advances, visual quality evaluation emerges as an essential instrument for 
evaluating and regulating the aesthetic aspects of cultural landscapes. Visual quality is 
essential to visitor experiences and acts as an indicator of a site's cultural and aesthetic 
importance. Notwithstanding the value it holds, the theoretical underpinnings and practical 
frameworks for assessing visual quality in cultural landscapes remain inadequately examined. 
This study aims to address this gap by developing an in-depth grasp of the theories and 
methodologies that inform visual quality assessments, providing insights into their use in the 
preservation and enhancement of the aesthetic and cultural values of heritage places. 
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Theoretical Foundations 
The development of a theoretical framework for visual perception transcends the mere 
integration of visual evaluation models. Murphy (2005) emphasizes that appreciating the 
attributes and intricacies of a situation is essential prior to pursuing solutions. Landscape 
architects have been criticized for their insufficient knowledge foundation in recommending 
environmental modifications (Francis, 2001). By amalgamating quantitative and qualitative 
research methodologies, designers can attain an accurate understanding of visual landscape 
perception and preferences, thereby furnishing credible evidence to assess proposed 
interventions.  
 
Visual assessment encompasses not only the evaluation of landscape attributes but also the 
administration of visual assets (de San Eugenio Vela et al., 2017; Jessel, 2006). It is 
fundamentally connected to individual preferences (Reinecke & Gajos, 2014; Palmer et al., 
2013) and assessments of landscape indicators (Pazhouhanfar & M.S., 2014; Tveit, 2009). 
Research on landscape preferences elucidates the principles governing human behavior 
(Herzog & Leverich, 2003; Daniel & Vining, 1983) and establishes a foundation for landscape 
conservation (Williams & Cary, 2002). 
 
The cognitive paradigm (Kaplan et al., 1998; Herzog et al., 1982; Zube et al., 1982) and the 
psychological paradigm (Daniel & Vining, 1983) predominate in visual evaluation research. 
The aesthetic dimension is linked to emotional and cognitive frameworks (Gobster et al., 
2007; Kaltenborn & Bjerke, 2002). Two primary approaches are recognized: the objective 
method, based on evolutionary theories, and the subjective method, associated with cultural 
preference theories (Sang et al., 2014; Fry et al., 2009). Evolutionary theories propose that 
preferences are biologically determined (Kaplan, 1987; Appleton, 1975), whereas cultural 
theories ascribe them to cultural and personal settings (Meinig, 1979; Carlson, 2001). 
 
Recent research support an integrated paradigm that combines these approaches, suggesting 
both common and unique values influenced by evolutionary history and cultural differences 
(Rapport et al., 1998; Bourassa, 1991). This methodology enhances landscape planning and 
management by discerning similarities and disparities in preferences. This study develops a 
succinct theoretical framework for visual landscape quality assessment, drawing upon the 
works of Stedman and Ingalls (2014), Ode et al. (2008), Tveit et al. (2006), Kamičaitytė-
Virbašienė (2003), and Nassauer (1995). 
 
Environmental Psychological Approaches to Perception: Mechanism of Perception 
Environmental psychology, a branch of psychology established in the late 1960s, investigates 
the interaction between individuals and their physical environments (Proshansky et al., 1970; 
Steg & de Groot, 2012). Initially, it concentrated on public housing and amenities, 
subsequently transitioning to the aesthetic qualities of natural landscapes (Shafer & Mietz, 
1970). In the 1990s, the field highlighted the healing benefits of nature on health and well-
being, shaped by urbanization and industrialization (Van Den Berg et al., 2007).  
The discipline aims to achieve two primary goals: to furnish policymakers with quantitative 
insights into public landscape preferences (Uzzell, 1991) and to investigate the importance of 
landscapes using qualitative approaches (Burgess et al., 1988; Limb et al., 1987). Visual quality 
assessment, which appraises the visual attributes of an environment, is contingent upon 
perceptions and preferences. 
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Environmental psychology offers a theoretical framework for comprehending reactions to 
visual stimuli, shaped by elements such as color (Lavrenova, 2023; Bishop, 2003), illumination 
(Inglis et al., 2022), and spatial configuration (Liu & Nijhuis, 2020). These elements influence 
aesthetic and emotional reactions, elucidating human engagement with nature (Ulrich, 1983; 
Matsuoka & Kaplan, 2008). This study elucidates essential domains such as urban green space 
planning (Kondo et al., 2018), recreational activities (Budruk & Lee, 2016), and visual 
landscape evaluation (Tveit et al., 2018).  
 
The relationship between environmental psychology and visual quality evaluation is essential 
for creating surroundings that provoke favorable reactions. Environmental psychology 
provides a foundation for comprehending human-environment interactions, whereas visual 
quality assessment appraises aesthetic results, together facilitating welfare-focused and 
effective design choices.  
 
Evolutionary Theories Supporting Visual Quality Assessment Variables of Cultural Landscape 
Theories of visual aesthetics are essential in establishing standards for environmental design, 
especially with the preservation and sustainable development of cultural landscapes 
(Mundher, 2022; Maulan et al., 2022; Ak, 2013). This research is founded on two principal 
frameworks: evolutionary theories (Appleton, 1975; S. Kaplan, 1982) and cultural preference 
theories (Iverson Nassauer, 1995; Dann, 1981).  
 
Appleton's evolutionary theory (1975) asserts that humans intrinsically like settings that offer 
safety, resource availability, and less risks, as these inclinations have developed to promote 
survival. Environments marked by biodiversity and ecological vitality diminish the effort 
needed to get resources while promoting well-being (Killin, 2013). Davies elaborates on this 
viewpoint, proposing that ancestral conditions favorable to human flourishing influenced 
these common aesthetic inclinations. Evolutionary theories suggest that these preferences 
display universal traits, reinforcing the idea that landscape aesthetics are objective and 
fundamentally grounded in human biology. 
 
In visual quality assessment, evolutionary theories emphasize the inherent human affinity for 
natural aspects, including biodiversity and aesthetically pleasing designs. These preferences 
establish a basis for developing surroundings that promote human contentment and well-
being. The information processing theory (Kaplan & Kaplan, 1989; S. Kaplan, 1982) highlights 
human cognitive reactions to coherent and legible landscapes, whereas the prospect-refuge 
theory (Appleton, 1984; Dosen & Ostwald, 2016; Ruddell & Hammitt, 1987) concentrates on 
environments that provide both safety (refuge) and visibility (prospect).  
 
The incorporation of these theories into visual quality evaluation highlights the relevance of 
creating visually pleasing cultural landscapes that correspond with human evolutionary 
tendencies. By acknowledging the genetic foundation of aesthetic preferences, these 
frameworks enhance comprehension of collective visual values and guide approaches for 
sustainable landscape design.  
 
Theory of Information Processing in Relation to Visual Quality Preference 
Environmental psychologists Stephen and Rachel Kaplan, trailblazers at the University of 
Michigan, have conducted substantial research on the relationship between individuals and 
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their environment. Their information processing theory of visual landscape preference, 
proposed in 1979, continues to be a seminal approach in this domain (R. Kaplan et al., 1998). 
The hypothesis is based on the premise that information has been crucial for survival and 
adaptation throughout human evolution.  
 
The Kaplans' research emphasizes the impact of information acquisition and organizing on 
human landscape preferences. Information is essential for general efficacy, self-esteem, and 
the capacity to navigate and adapt to situations (R. Kaplan et al., 1998). An orderly setting 
improves security and understanding while satisfying the human inclination for exploration 
and novelty (Maulan et al., 2006). The aesthetic value of surroundings is intricately linked to 
their functional utility and the organization of their components (S. Kaplan, 1988). 
 
Informational Preference Matrix 
Kaplan's informational model presents a preference matrix grounded in two invaluable 
factors: comprehension and exploration. Comprehension is improved by coherence and 
legibility, which pertain to the arrangement and readability of visual sceneries. Coherence is 
the perceptual organization of elements into patterns, whereas legibility refers to the capacity 
to perceive and traverse places (Kaplan, 1979; Joye, 2007).  
 
Conversely, exploration is enhanced by intricacy and enigma. Complexity quantifies the 
richness of visual cues in a scene, whereas mystery implies the possibility of obtaining greater 
information through exploration. These elements stimulate interest and promote interaction 
with the environment (Kaplan et al., 1998). 
 
Two-Dimensional vs. Three-Dimensional Perception 
The informational model also examines the distinctions between two-dimensional and three-
dimensional landscape perceptions (Herzog & Leverich, 2003). Coherence and complexity are 
chiefly linked to two-dimensional analysis, whereas legibility and mystery pertain to three-
dimensional spatial understanding. While both processing types occur implicitly, three-
dimensional perception often necessitates marginally greater cognitive effort (Kaplan et al., 
1998).  
 
The informative preference matrix systematically incorporates these elements, offering a 
framework for evaluating visual quality. It emphasizes the significance of comprehending 
human cognitive reactions to landscape features, therefore guiding environmental design 
that corresponds with human preferences and enhances well-being. 
 
Table 1 

Informational Model Preference Matrix（Kaplan et al. ,1998) 

Understanding Exploration 

2-D Coherence Complexity 

3-D Legibility Mystery 

 
Coherence and complexity develop in the two-dimensional plane as the processing of visual 
stimuli involves the direct awareness of grouping, pattern, texture, and composition. 
Nonetheless, the coexistence of clarity and enigma in the image necessitates the act of 
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"inference". Kaplan et al. (1998) utilize the idea of "inference" to clarify the essential 
difference between the second and third visual dimensions in their research. The four 
informational variables interact synergistically within the visual world. The informative model 
indicates that coherence, intelligibility, complexity, and mystery in visual sceneries 
dramatically impact individuals' aesthetic pleasure in a particular context. 
 
Theories of Prospect–Refuge Theory in Relation to Visual Quality Perception 
British geographer Jay Appleton introduced the prospect-refuge idea in his influential 
publication, The Experience of Landscape (1975). This hypothesis examines the evolutionary 
foundations of human landscape preferences, grounded in Darwinian concepts like "survival 
of the fittest." It asserts that early human encounters with habitats influenced preferences 
for surroundings that provide both opportunities (open areas with clear sightlines) and 
sanctuaries (hidden regions that ensure safety and shelter) (Dosen & Ostwald, 2016). These 
twin aspects satisfy essential psychological demands by reconciling stimulation from 
openness with security from containment.  
 
Appleton contends that the strategic importance of landscapes is in their arrangement of 
features that provide both opportunities and sanctuaries. These traits, essential for survival, 
retain aesthetic value despite a reduction in their functional requirement. Enclosed settings 
elicit tranquility and security, whilst open spaces provoke enthusiasm and exploration. The 
capacity to see the environment while remaining hidden constitutes an evolutionary benefit 
associated with natural selection. 
 
Visual Quality and the Significance of Visual Scale  
Visual quality is a fundamental element of the prospect-refuge hypothesis, acting as a 
quantifiable metric that encapsulates the visual characteristics and subjective interpretations 
of an area. Appleton (1975) emphasizes visual scale as a vital feature, including the apparent 
dimensions, spatial configuration, and proximity of landscape components. The notion of 
visual scale directly affects individuals' perceptions of openness, spaciousness, and safety, 
hence influencing their preferences and psychological reactions.  
 
Through the analysis of visual scale, researchers may comprehend how spatial configurations 
influence human perception and create spaces that are aesthetically appealing, secure, and 
integrated with their surroundings. This supports the theory's assertion that cultural 
landscapes defined by visual scale substantially enhance aesthetic quality.  
The prospect-refuge theory offers a comprehensive framework for comprehending human 
preferences for particular situations. It underscores the relationship between openness and 
containment, illustrating how landscape features that meet evolutionary requirements 
persist in shaping perceptions of safety, comfort, and aesthetic pleasure.  
 
Cultural Preference Theories Supporting Visual Quality Assessment Variables of Cultural 
Landscape 
Theories of cultural preference assert that an individual's cultural background and personal 
characteristics substantially shape their perception and experience of landscapes. These 
theories assert that visual aesthetics are subjective, influenced by psychological and cultural 
variables, resulting in varied assessments among individuals. Two principal ideas endorsing 
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this viewpoint are the push-pull theory (Dann, 1981) and the aesthetics care theory (Iverson 
Nassauer, 1995). 
 
Push-Pull Theory in Relation to Place Affiliation 
The push-pull hypothesis elucidates how the distinctiveness of a cultural environment affects 
individuals' perceptions and assessments of its visual aesthetics. Push factors denote the 
fundamental impulses prompting individuals to seek particular locations, whereas pull factors 
comprise the unique characteristics that render a location attractive and memorable (Dann, 
1981).  
 
This idea emphasizes the significance of distinctive components in fostering a favorable visual 
experience. Uniqueness inspires creativity, elicits emotions, and cultivates a profound 
connection to the location. Scenes with particular qualities are frequently regarded as 
aesthetically nice and attractive, underpinning the push-pull idea. The idea elucidates how 
the combination of motives and unique qualities catalyzes imaginative engagement and place 
connection. 
 
Although some consider uniqueness an objective characteristic that presents an optimal 
situation, its interpretation is profoundly subjective, influenced by societal and individual 
conditions. This highlights the significance of identifying and improving elements that draw 
visitors and foster positive assessments of visual quality. In cultural landscapes, uniqueness 
serves as a vital factor that elucidates how distinctive characteristics stimulate imagination 
and enhance overall aesthetic quality. 
 
Aesthetics Care Theory in Relation to Stewardship 
The aesthetics care theory, proposed by Nassauer (1995, 1997), examines the notion of care 
in relation to landscape aesthetics. The theory designates "cues to care" as visible signals of 
upkeep and attention, including ordered lawns, well-maintained pathways, colorful floral 
arrangements, and precisely clipped edges. These cues not only signify the degree of 
attention devoted to a scene but also augment its visual allure.  
Nassauer asserts that care and responsibility are essential for maintaining the visual and 
cultural integrity of landscapes. The theory correlates with existing aesthetic preference 
theories by connecting sustainability and stewardship, therefore expanding the 
comprehension of how visual stimuli affect human perceptions. Stewardship functions as a 
quantifiable metric, incorporating concrete measures such as routine maintenance, 
conservation of historical features, and sustainable design methodologies. These efforts 
jointly improve the aesthetic quality and cultural value of landscapes. 
The aesthetics care paradigm emphasizes the inherent worth of landscapes beyond their 
utilitarian use. Through active stewardship, communities may safeguard and improve visual 
quality, thereby cultivating a stronger relationship to the environment. The incorporation of 
"cues to care" into design methodologies underscores the significance of observable 
initiatives in preserving and enhancing the aesthetic qualities of cultural landscapes.  



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ACADEMIC RESEARCH IN BUSINESS AND SOCIAL SCIENCES 
Vol. 1 5 , No. 01, 2025, E-ISSN: 2222-6990 © 2025 

361 

 
Figure 2: Aesthetic theories framework provide support to visual quality variables of cultural 
landscape (Adopted and modified from Mundher, Abu Bakar, Al-Helli, et al., 2022;M. Tveit et 
al., 2006) 

 
Figure 3: Map of  dependencies between the concepts(Adopted and modified from Ode et al., 
2008) 
 
Table 3: Correspondence of landscape assessment methodologies and landscape aesthetics 
theories. (With reference to Kerebel et al., 2019; Kirillova et al., 2014; Ode et al., 2008; M. 
Tveit et al., 2006; Kamičaitytė-Virbašienė, 2003) 
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Parameters of Study 
The research on visual quality evaluation to improve the aesthetic appeal of the cultural 
landscape. The examination of visual quality assessment in the cultural environment 
highlights the correlation between the provided elements and the demand for aesthetically 
pleasing and visually significant experiences by tourists. This understanding facilitates the 
identification of key elements that shape individuals' perceptions and preferences regarding 
the visual aspects of the cultural landscape. The focus is on the analysis of four primary 
determinants: (a) landscape elements and composition (Bell, 2019; Olszewska et al., 2018; 
Atik et al., 2016; Polat & Akay, 2015; Filova et al., 2015; Roth & Gruehn, 2012; Angileri & 
Toccolini, 1993). (b) Visual perception and visual experience (Wade & Swanston, 2013; James 
J. Gibson & Thompson, 2002). (c) Personal tastes and aesthetics (Jacobsen, 2010; Sevenant & 
Antrop, 2009; S. Kaplan, 1987; McWhinnie, 1968). Spatial requirements and behaviors 
(Riungu et al., 2018; Akbarian Ronizi & Shaykh-Baygloo, 2015; Kirillova et al., 2014).  
The aim of this research is to elucidate the relationship between these determinants and their 
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influence on the regulation of visual elements by analyzing numerous parameters that 
contribute to visual quality and aesthetic appeal. Landscape components and arrangement: 
This determinant entails examining the diverse natural and constructed elements and their 
arrangement and composition. The assessment encompasses factors including vegetation 
(Smardon, 1988), water bodies (Lee & Lee, 2015), walkways (Snead et al., 2011), architectural 
characteristics (Jennath & Nidhish, 2016), sculptures (Liu J., 2016), and other visual 
components that enhance the overall environment. The research investigates the influence 
of these elements' composition on the visual quality and aesthetic attractiveness of the 
cultural landscape. (b) Visual perception and visual experience: This factor emphasizes the 
psychological and visual dimensions (Krause, 2001) of engaging with the cultural landscape's 
visual environment. It examines how visitors viewed and interpreted the visual components 
of the cultural environment, taking into account characteristics such as color, texture, scale, 
proportion, and visual coherence. The research investigates the impact of perceptual and 
visual experiences on the overall visual quality and aesthetic perception of the cultural 
landscape. (c) Personal preferences and aesthetics: This element relates to individual 
preferences and aesthetic judgments for visual appeal (Lindgaard et al., 2011). Individual 
tastes and aesthetic sensibility toward landscapes may vary, shaped by cultural origins, 
education, personal experiences, and artistic tendencies (Pellitero, 2011). The study 
investigates how visitors perceive and assess visual aspects, styles, and ambiance according 
to their personal tastes and aesthetics. (d) Spatial requirements and behavior: This 
determinant emphasizes the spatial necessities and conduct of individuals. Comprehending 
the correlation between spatial requirements and behavior is essential for assessing the visual 
quality and aesthetics of a location. This study seeks to elucidate visitors' spatial requirements 
and behaviors, specifically their preferences for areas of Historical Significance, Pleasantness, 
and Maintenance, in order to offer insights into optimizing the arrangement and design of 
spaces to improve visual quality and aesthetic experience. 
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Table 4 
Parameters of Study 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 3.2 presents a detailed overview of the characteristics analyzed in this work, 
highlighting their interrelations and significance in shaping the role of visual quality 
assessment in cultural landscapes. This research aims to provide insights into how visual 
quality assessment might enhance and preserve cultural landscapes by examining the 
relationship between these criteria. 
 
Discussion 
This study highlights the essential importance of visual quality assessment in comprehending 
and maintaining cultural landscapes. This research elucidates the intricate interaction 
between objective and subjective aspects that influence aesthetic appreciation by examining 
the links among landscape components, visual perception, individual preferences, and space 
requirements.  
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The results indicate that the composition and configuration of landscape components, 
including flora, water bodies, and architectural aspects, substantially affect visual 
attractiveness. This corroborates current theories while underscoring the necessity for 
consistent and balanced designs to improve the overall experience. The study emphasizes 
that visual perception is both a psychological process and influenced by physical 
characteristics such as color, texture, and spatial configurations. These qualities collectively 
enhance the perception of harmony and coherence within a cultural landscape. 
As a result of cultural, personal, and experiential differences, the relevance of individual 
preferences became apparent, bringing to light the variability in aesthetic satisfaction. The 
idea of universal aesthetic standards is called into question by this, and it highlights the 
importance of finding adaptive landscape management strategies that respect cultural 
distinctiveness while also attaining overall conservation goals.  
 
Within the realm of visual quality, it was determined that spatial needs and behavior are the 
most important aspects. Users' enjoyment and engagement are directly impacted by factors 
like as accessibility, historical relevance, and maintenance. The relevance of landscape 
designs that are able to suit a wide range of user requirements while yet preserving the site's 
cultural and aesthetic values is highlighted by these findings.  
 
Conclusion 
To give a holistic approach to evaluating aesthetic and cultural values, this research offers a 
comprehensive framework for evaluating the visual quality of cultural landscapes. This 
framework integrates both objective and subjective elements to provide a thorough 
evaluation procedure. This research links theoretical discoveries with practical applications 
by concentrating on landscape components, visual perception, individual preferences, and 
spatial needs. It also addresses crucial gaps in the approaches that are currently in use.  
The findings highlight the significance of striking a balance between the enhancement of 
aesthetics and the preservation of heritage to guarantee that cultural landscapes continue to 
be both visually appealing and with significant cultural significance. To create venues that not 
only attract people but also encourage a greater respect for cultural heritage, it is vital to 
strike this balance. 
 
With the use of cross-cultural validation and empirical investigations conducted across a 
variety of geographies, future research should concentrate on refining the framework that 
has been suggested. Additionally, the investigation of novel approaches, such as real-time 
visual analysis and collaborative design processes, has the potential to further improve the 
accuracy and application of visual quality evaluations. This study intends to contribute to the 
sustainable management and preservation of cultural landscapes for future generations by 
furthering the efforts that are currently being directed toward this goal.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ACADEMIC RESEARCH IN BUSINESS AND SOCIAL SCIENCES 
Vol. 1 5 , No. 01, 2025, E-ISSN: 2222-6990 © 2025 

366 

References 
Ak, M. K. (2013). Visual Quality Assessment Methods in Landscape Architecture Studies. In 

Advances in Landscape Architecture. IntechOpen. 
Akbarian Ronizi S. R., & Shaykh-Baygloo R. (2015). Assessment of Environment quality of 

Villages’ tourism Case: Asara County. Journal of Rural Research, 6(2), 433–457.  
Angileri, V., & Toccolini, A. (1993). The assessment of visual quality as a tool for the 

conservation of rural landscape diversity. Landscape and Urban Planning, 24(1–4), 105–
112.  

Appleton, J. (1975).The Experience of Landscape; Wiley: London, UK, 1975.   
Atik, M., Işıklı, R. C., & Ortaçeşme, V. (2016). Clusters of landscape characters as a way of 

communication in characterisation: A study from side, Turkey. Journal of Environmental 
Management, 182, 385–396.  

Bak, S., Min, C.-K., & Roh, T.-S. (2019). Impacts of UNESCO-listed tangible and intangible 
heritages on tourism. Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing, 36(8), 917–927.  

Bell, S. (2019). Elements of Visual Design in the Landscape. Routledge. 
Bishop, I. D. (2003). Assessment of Visual Qualities, Impacts, and Behaviours, in the 

Landscape, by Using Measures of Visibility. Environment and Planning B: Planning and 
Design, 30(5), 677–688. 

Bourassa, S. C. (1991). The aesthetics of landscape. (No Title). Retrieved 16 July 2023, from  
Budruk, M., & Lee, W. (2016). Importance of Managing for Personal Benefits, Hedonic and 

Utilitarian Motivations, and Place Attachment at an Urban Natural Setting. 
Environmental Management, 58(3), 504–517.  

Burgess, J., Harrison, C. M., & Limb, M. (1988). People, parks and the urban green: A study of 
popular meanings and values for open spaces in the city. Urban Studies, 25(6), 455–473. 

Daniel, T. C., & Vining, J. (1983). Methodological Issues in the Assessment of Landscape 
Quality. In I. Altman & J. F. Wohlwill (Eds.), Behavior and the Natural Environment (pp. 
39–84). Springer US.  

Dann, G. M. S. (1981). Tourist motivation an appraisal. Annals of Tourism Research, 8(2), 187–
219.  

Deng, L., Li, X., Luo, H., Fu, E.-K., Ma, J., Sun, L.-X., Huang, Z., Cai, S.-Z., & Jia, Y. (2020). Empirical 
study of landscape types, landscape elements and landscape components of the urban 
park promoting physiological and psychological restoration. Urban Forestry & Urban 
Greening, 48, 126488.  

Dosen, A. S., & Ostwald, M. J. (2016). Evidence for prospect-refuge theory: A meta-analysis of 
the findings of environmental preference research. City, Territory and Architecture, 
3(1), 4. 

Filova, L., Vojar, J., Svobodova, K., & Sklenicka, P. (2015). The effect of landscape type and 
landscape elements on public visual preferences: Ways to use knowledge in the context 
of landscape planning. Journal of Environmental Planning and Management, 58(11), 
2037–2055.  

Francis, M. (2001). A Case Study Method For Landscape Architecture. Landscape Journal, 
20(1), 15–29.  

Fry, G., Tveit, M. S., Ode, Å., & Velarde, M. D. (2009). The ecology of visual landscapes: 
Exploring the conceptual common ground of visual and ecological landscape indicators. 
Ecological Indicators, 9(5), 933–947. 

Gobster, P. H., Nassauer, J. I., Daniel, T. C., & Fry, G. (2007). The shared landscape: What does 
aesthetics have to do with ecology? Landscape Ecology, 22(7), 959–972.  



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ACADEMIC RESEARCH IN BUSINESS AND SOCIAL SCIENCES 
Vol. 1 5 , No. 01, 2025, E-ISSN: 2222-6990 © 2025 

367 

Herzog, T. R., & Leverich, O. L. (2003). Searching for Legibility. Environment and Behavior, 
35(4), 459–477.  

Herzog, T. R., Kaplan, S., & Kaplan, R. (1982). The prediction of preference for unfamiliar urban 
places. Population and Environment, 5(1), 43–59.  

Inglis, N. C., Vukomanovic, J., Costanza, J., & Singh, K. K. (2022). From viewsheds to 
viewscapes: Trends in landscape visibility and visual quality research. Landscape and 
Urban Planning, 224, 104424.  

Iverson Nassauer, J. (1995). Culture and changing landscape structure. Landscape Ecology, 
10(4), 229–237.  

Jacobsen, T. (2010). Beauty and the brain: Culture, history and individual differences in 
aesthetic appreciation. Journal of Anatomy, 216(2), 184–191.  

James, J., Gibson, & Thompson, E. (2002). Vision and Mind: Selected Readings in the 
Philosophy of Perception. MIT Press. 

Jennath, K. A., & Nidhish, P. J. (2016). Aesthetic Judgement and Visual Impact of Architectural 
Forms: A Study of Library Buildings. Procedia Technology, 24, 1808–1818.  

Jessel, B. (2006). Elements, characteristics and character – Information functions of 
landscapes in terms of indicators. Ecological Indicators, 6(1), 153–167.  

Joye, Y. (2007). Architectural Lessons from Environmental Psychology: The Case of Biophilic 
Architecture. Review of General Psychology, 11(4), 305–328.  

Kaltenborn, B. P., & Bjerke, T. (2002). Associations between environmental value orientations 
and landscape preferences. Landscape and Urban Planning, 59(1), 1–11.  

Kamičaitytė-Virbašienė. (2003). Methodology of Visual Pollution Assessment for Natural 
Landscapes. Journal of Sustainable Architecture and Civil Engineering, 13(4), 83–91. 

Kaplan, C. P., Squiers, L., Fabrizio, C., & Fernandez, M. (2009). How We Design Feasibility             
Studies. American Journal of Preventive Medicine, 36(5), 452–457.     

Kaplan, R., Kaplan, S., & Ryan, R. (1998). With People in Mind: Design And Management Of 
Everyday Nature. Island Press. 

Kaplan, S. (1987). Aesthetics, Affect, and Cognition: Environmental Preference from an 
Evolutionary Perspective. Environment and Behavior, 19(1), 3–32.  

Kaplan, S. (1982). Cognition and environment: Functioning in an uncertain world. 
Kaplan, R., Kaplan, S., & Brown, T. (1989). Environmental Preference: A Comparison of Four 

Domains of Predictors. Environment and Behavior, 21(5), 509–530.  
Kaplan, S. (1988). Where cognition and affect meet: A theoretical analysis of preference. In J. 

L. Nasar (Ed.), Environmental Aesthetics: Theory, Research, and Application (pp. 56–63). 
Cambridge University Press.  

Kaplan. (1979). Proceedings of Our National Landscape. Retrieved 16 July 2023 
Kaplan, H. B. (1975). Self-attitudes and deviant behavior (pp. v, 185). Goodyear. 
Kerebel, A., Gélinas, N., Déry, S., Voigt, B., & Munson, A. (2019). Landscape aesthetic 

modelling using Bayesian networks: Conceptual framework and participatory indicator 
weighting. Landscape and Urban Planning, 185, 258–271.  

Killin, A. (2013). The arts and human nature: Evolutionary aesthetics and the evolutionary 
status of art behaviours. Biology & Philosophy, 28(4), 703–718.  

Kirillova, K., Fu, X., Lehto, X., & Cai, L. (2014). What makes a destination beautiful? Dimensions 
of tourist aesthetic judgment. Tourism Management, 42, 282–293.  

Krause, C. L. (2001). Our visual landscape: Managing the landscape under special 
consideration of visual aspects. Landscape and Urban Planning, 54(1), 239–254.  



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ACADEMIC RESEARCH IN BUSINESS AND SOCIAL SCIENCES 
Vol. 1 5 , No. 01, 2025, E-ISSN: 2222-6990 © 2025 

368 

Langemeyer, J., Calcagni, F., & Baró, F. (2018). Mapping the intangible: Using geolocated social 
media data to examine landscape aesthetics. Land Use Policy, 77, 542–552.  

Lavrenova, O. (2023). Color Semantics of the Cultural Landscape. Arts, 12(3), 111.  
Lee, L.-H., & Lee, Y.-D. (2015). The impact of water quality on the visual and olfactory 

satisfaction of tourists. Ocean & Coastal Management, 105, 92–99.  
Limb, M., Burgess, J., & Harrison, C. (1987). Nature in the city—Popular values for a living 

world. Journal of Environmental Management, 25, 347–362. 
Lindgaard, G., Dudek, C., Sen, D., Sumegi, L., & Noonan, P. (2011). An exploration of relations 

between visual appeal, trustworthiness and perceived usability of homepages. ACM 
Transactions on Computer-Human Interaction, 18(1), 1–30.  

Liu, J. (2016). Discussion on Some Aesthetic Features of Landscape Sculpture. 572–574.  
Liu, M., & Nijhuis, S. (2020). Mapping landscape spaces: Methods for understanding spatial-

visual characteristics in landscape design. Environmental Impact Assessment Review, 
82, 106376.  

Matsuoka, R. H., & Kaplan, R. (2008). People needs in the urban landscape: Analysis of 
Landscape And Urban Planning contributions. Landscape and Urban Planning, 84(1), 7–
19.  

McWhinnie, H. J. (1968). A review of research on aesthetic measure. Acta Psychologica, 28, 
363–375.  

Meinig, D. W. (1979). The beholding eye: Ten versions of the same scene. The interpretation 
of ordinary landscapes: Geographical essays, 33. 

Mundher, R., Abu Bakar, S., Al-Helli, M., Gao, H., Al-Sharaa, A., Mohd Yusof, M. J., Maulan, S., 
& Aziz, A. (2022). Visual Aesthetic Quality Assessment of Urban Forests: A      Conceptual 
Framework. Urban Science, 6(4), Article 4.  

Mundher, R., Abu Bakar, S., Maulan, S., Mohd Yusof, M. J., Al-Sharaa, A., Aziz, A., & Gao, H. 
(2022). Aesthetic Quality Assessment of Landscapes as a Mode 

Murphy, M. D. (2005). Landscape architecture theory: An evolving body of thought.  
Nassauer, J. I. (1995). Messy Ecosystems, Orderly Frames. Landscape Journal, 14(2), 161–170.  
Nassauer, J. I. (1997). Cultural sustainability: aligning aesthetics and ecology. Island Press. 
Noonan, D. S., & Rizzo, I. (2017). Economics of cultural tourism: Issues and perspectives. 

Journal of Cultural Economics, 41(2), 95–107.  
Ode, Å., Tveit, M. S., & Fry, G. (2008). Capturing Landscape Visual Character Using Indicators: 

Touching Base with Landscape Aesthetic Theory. Landscape Research, 33(1), 89–117.  
Olszewska, A. A., Marques, P. F., Ryan, R. L., & Barbosa, F. (2018). What makes a landscape 

contemplative? Environment and Planning B: Urban Analytics and City Science, 45(1), 
7–25.  

Palmer, S. E., Schloss, K. B., & Sammartino, J. (2013). Visual Aesthetics and Human Preference. 
Annual Review of Psychology, 64(1), 77–107.  

Pazhouhanfar, M. (2014). Effect of predictors of visual preference as characteristics of urban 
natural landscapes in increasing perceived restorative potential. Urban Forestry & 
Urban Greening, 13(1), 145–151.  

Pellitero, A. M. (2011). The phenomenological experience of the visual landscape. Research 
in Urbanism Series, 2, 57–71.  

Polat, A. T., & Akay, A. (2015). Relationships between the visual preferences of urban 
recreation area users and various landscape design elements. Urban Forestry & Urban 
Greening, 14(3), 573–582.  



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ACADEMIC RESEARCH IN BUSINESS AND SOCIAL SCIENCES 
Vol. 1 5 , No. 01, 2025, E-ISSN: 2222-6990 © 2025 

369 

Rapport, D. J., Gaudet, C., Karr, J. R., Baron, J. S., Bohlen, C., Jackson, W., Jones, B., Naiman, 
R. J., Norton, B., & Pollock, M. M. (1998). Evaluating landscape health: Integrating 
societal goals and biophysical process. Journal of Environmental Management, 53(1), 
1–15.  

Reinecke, K., & Gajos, K. Z. (2014). Quantifying visual preferences around the world. 
Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, 11–20.  

Riungu, G. K., Peterson, B. A., Beeco, J. A., & Brown, G. (2018). Understanding visitors’ spatial 
behavior: A review of spatial applications in parks. Tourism Geographies, 20(5), 833–
857.  

Roth, M., & Gruehn, D. (2012). VISUAL LANDSCAPE ASSESSMENT FOR LARGE AREAS — USING 
GIS, INTERNET SURVEYS AND STATISTICAL METHODOLOGIES. 

Ruddell, E. J., & Hammitt, W. E. (1987). Prospect Refuge Theory: A Psychological Orientation 
for Edge Effect in Recreation Environments. Journal of Leisure Research, 19(4), 249–
260.  

Ryan, J., & Silvanto, S. (2014). A Study of the Key Strategic Drivers of the Use of the World 
Heritage Site Designation as a Destination Brand. Journal of Travel & Tourism 
Marketing, 31(3), 327–343.  

Sang, Å. O., Hägerhäll, C., Miller, D., & Donaldson-Selby, G. (2014). The Use of Visualised 
Landscapes in Order to Challenge and Develop Theory in Landscape Preference 
Research. 

Sevenant, M., & Antrop, M. (2009). Cognitive attributes and aesthetic preferences in 
assessment and differentiation of landscapes. Journal of Environmental Management, 
90(9), 2889–2899.  

Smardon, R. C. (1988). Perception and aesthetics of the urban environment: Review of the 
role of vegetation. Landscape and Urban Planning, 15(1–2), 85–106.  

Snead, J. E., Erickson, C. L., & Darling, J. A. (2011). Landscapes of Movement: Trails, Paths, and 
Roads in Anthropological Perspective. University of Pennsylvania Press. 

Steg, L., & De Groot, J. I. (2012). Environmental values. In The Oxford handbook of 
environmental and conservation psychology (pp. 81-92). Oxford University Press. 

Suhardi Maulan, Mustafa Kamal Mohd. Shariff, & Patrick A. Miller. (2006). Landscape 
Preference and Human Survival Well-Being.  

Timothy, D. J. (2014). Contemporary Cultural Heritage and Tourism: Development Issues and 
Emerging Trends. Public Archaeology, 13(1–3), 30–47.  

Tveit, M. S. (2009). Indicators of visual scale as predictors of landscape preference; a 
comparison between groups. Journal of Environmental Management, 90(9), 2882–
2888.  

Tveit, M., Ode, Å., & Fry, G. (2006). Key concepts in a framework for analysing visual landscape 
character. Landscape Research, 31(3), 229–255.  

Tveit, M. S., Ode Sang, Å., & Hagerhall, C. M. (2018). Scenic Beauty: Visual Landscape 
Assessment and Human Landscape Perception. In L. Steg & J. I. M. De Groot (Eds.), 
Environmental Psychology (pp. 45–54). John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.  

UNESCO. (2012a) Culture: a driver and an enabler of sustainable development. UN system 
task team on the post-2015 development agenda, The United Nations Scientific, 
Educational and Cultural Organization (UNESCO).  

Ulrich, R. S. (1983). Aesthetic and Affective Response to Natural Environment. In I. Altman & 
J. F. Wohlwill (Eds.), Behavior and the Natural Environment (pp. 85–125). Springer US.  



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ACADEMIC RESEARCH IN BUSINESS AND SOCIAL SCIENCES 
Vol. 1 5 , No. 01, 2025, E-ISSN: 2222-6990 © 2025 

370 

Uzzell, D. L. (1991). Environmental psychological perspectives on landscape. Landscape 
Research, 16(1), 3–10.  

Van Den Berg, A. E., Hartig, T., & Staats, H. (2007). Preference for Nature in Urbanized 
Societies: Stress, Restoration, and the Pursuit of Sustainability. Journal of Social Issues, 
63(1), 79–96.  

Wade, N. J., & Swanston, M. (2013). Visual Perception: An Introduction. Psychology Press. 
Wang, F. (2016). Geo-Architecture and Landscape in China’s Geographic and Historic Context. 

Springer Singapore.  
Williams, K. J. H., & Cary, J. (2002). Landscape Preferences, Ecological Quality, and Biodiversity 

Protection. Environment and Behavior, 34(2), 257–274.  
Zhang, C., Fyall, A., & Zheng, Y. (2015). Heritage and tourism conflict within world heritage 

sites in China: A longitudinal study. Current Issues in Tourism, 18(2), 110–136.  
de San Eugenio Vela, J., Nogué, J., & Govers, R. (2017). Visual landscape as a key element of 

place branding. Journal of place management and development, 10(1), 23-44.l for 
Urban Forest Areas: A Systematic Literature Review. Forests, 13(7), Article 7.  

Öter, Z. (2010). DETRIMENTAL TOURIST BEHAVIOR AND DE-MARKETING OF CULTURAL 
HERITAGE VISITS. 

 
 


